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Chapter ively pleaded. It has naturally often been invoked in
	'_   vain, as when it was claimed that the Commonwealth
coaid not levy land tax on leasehold lands,1 because
the States had by Imperial Act power to regulate the
dealing with their lands; or that the New South Wales
Government could not deal with Garden Island, because
an Order in Council of 1899 had mentioned .that
Garden Island had been dedicated in perpetuity for
defence purposes.2 Or again an effort was made to
show that Commonwealth collision regulations were
incompatible with imperial regulations,3 and Magna
Carta has, needless to say, vainly been invoked to
control the legislation of the Commonwealth on
immigration.4
(iv.) The territorial limitation has caused consider-
able difficulty, for in the Commonwealth High Court it
has been interpreted rather strictly in accordance with
the doctrine apparently contained in the decision of
the Privy Council in Macleod v. Attorney-General of
New South Wales,5 and it is not clear how far the latest
views of the Privy Council alter the trend of decisions
of the High Court. The decision in Macleod's Case re-
ferred to the power of the legislature of New South
Wales to provide for the punishment of bigamy com-
mitted outside the colony. The conviction was held
invalid, and of course it must be contrasted with the
decision in Earl Russell's Case6 where effect was duly
1	A.-G. for Queensland v. A.-G.for the Commonwealth (1915), 20 C.L.R.
148.
2	Commonwealth of Australia v. New South Wales, [1929] A.C. 431.
3	Hume v. Palmer (1926), 38 C.L.R. 441.
4	Chia Gee v. Martin (1906), 3 C.L.R. 649. In 1918 it was asserted in
Quebec that only the Imperial Parliament could suspend the Habeas
Corpus Act: Blanshay, In re, 24 R. de J. 578.
5	[1891] A.C. 455.	6 [1901] A> a 446.

